section 71.101.  Respondent's evidence did not rebut the find-
ings of the inspector, and although respondent questioned the
validity of MSHA's testing procedures, he withdrew his objec-
tions when the inspector agreed that the violation was not
"significant and substantial."

I find that Inspector Boatright's testimony concerning the
procedures he followed in conducting and taking the dust samples
to support his citation to be credible.  Accordingly, Citation
No. 2007403, issued in Docket No. CENT 83-51, IS AFFIRMED.

With regard to Citation No. 2007402, issued by Inspector
Cameron in Docket No. CENT 83-54, I conclude and find that MSHA
has established by a preponderance of the evidence that the
allowable respirable dust level for the tested Reed SK 35 Drill
operator exceeded the requirements of cited mandatory standard
section 71.101 (as amended by Inspector Cameron on April 11,
1983).  Respondent's evidence did not rebut the inspector's
findings, and I find that Mr. Cameron's testimony regarding his
testing procedures, as well as his detailed explanation of the
application of the cited section to be credible.  Accordingly,
the citation IS AFFIRMED.

Fact of Violations - Docket No. CENT 83-55

I conclude and find that MSHA has established by a prepon-
derance of the evidence that the cited No. 912 rock truck had
an inoperable front horn,, that the 14G road grader had an in-
operable back-up alarm, that the 988 front end loader had an
inoperable back-up alarm, and that the 96 bulldozer was equipped
with a fire extinguisher which was not usable or operative*
Accordingly, Citations 2076969, 2076971, 2076973, and 2076970,
are all AFFIRMED.

With regard to Citation No. 2076978, concerning an inop-
erative parking brake on a coal haulage truck, I take note of
the fact that while the regulatory language in section 77.1605
(b) ,; that mobile equipment, be equipped with .adequate brakes,
and that all trucks be equipped with parking brakes, may be
ambiguous since it simply requires that a truck be equipped
with parking brakes, with no specific requirement that they be
serviceable or adequate, I conclude that, a reasonable applica-
tion of this standard requires that the parking brake perform
the function^ for which it is designed.  In short, a truck with
a parking brake which will not hold it or prevent its movement
while in a paVking mode,' regardless of where it is parked,
does not satisfy the intent of the standard.
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